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Claims 1-23 aie in the case. Of the claims, 1, 10. 15, and 16 arc heareih amended, and 22 
and 23 aie new. 

I. Legal Standards Of Obviousness Under 35 U.S.C* § 103(a) 
The Statutory standard for the ul^ate detennination of obviousness provides that a 
claimed invention is unpatentable if the differences between it and the prior ait are such that the 
subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a 
person having ordinary skill in the art , 35 U.S.C. § 103 (1994); Graham v. John Deere 383 US 
1,13, 

The initial burden is on the examiner to provide some suggestion of the desirability of 
doing what the inventor has done. "To support the conclusion that the claimed invention is 
directed to obvious subject matter, either the references must expressly or impliedly suggest the 
claimed invention or the examiner must present a convincing line of reasoning as to why the 
artisan would have found the claimed invention to have been obvious in lig^t of the teachings of 
the references." Ex parte Clapp, 227 USPQ 972, 973 (Bd Pat. App. & Inter. 1985). 

To establish a prima facie case of obviousness, three basic criteria must be met First, 
there must be some suggestion or motivation, either in the references themselves or in the 
knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art, Id modify the reference or to 
combine reference teachings. The mere fact that references can be combined or modified does 
not lender the resultant combination obvious unless the prior art also suggests the desirability of 
the combination. In re Mills, 916 F.2d 680, 16 USPQ2d 1430 (Fed. Cir. 1990) (emphasis added). 
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*Therc are three possible souices for a motivation to combine references: the nature of the 
jHoblem to be solved, the teachings of the prior art, and the knowledge of persons of ordinary 
skiU in the art.'' In re Rouffet, 149 F.3d 1350, 1357, 47 U.SP,Q.2d 1453. 1457-58 (Fed Cir. 

1998) . The showing of a motivation to combine or modify prior art must be clear and particular, 
and broad conclusory statements about the teachings of one or more refcicnoes, standing alone, 
are not "evidence." In re Dembiczak, 175 F.3d 994, 1000, 50 U.S.RQ.2d 1614, 1617 (Fed. Cir. 

1999) . 

Second, there must be a reasonable expectation of success. Whether an ait is predictable 
or whether the proposed modification or combination of the prior art has a reasonable 
expectation of success is determined at the time the invention was made. Ex parte Erlich, 3 
U.S.P.Q.2d 101 1 (Bd. Pat App. A Inter. 1986). 

Finally, the prior art reference (or references when combined) must teach or suggest afl 
the claun limitations. "All words In a claim must be considered in judging the patentability of 
that claim agwnst the prior art** In re Wfison, 424 F.2d 1382, 1385. 165 aSJ.Q. 494, 496 
(CCPA 1970). The teaching or suggestion to make the claimed combination and the reasonable 
expectation of success must both be found in the prior art and not based on applicant's 
disclosure. In re Vaeck. 947 F2d 488, 20 U.S J».Q.2d 1438 (Fed. Cir. 1991). 

Refection of Claims 1-14, 17, and 21 

The Examiner has rejected 10, 14, 17, and 21 in part based on U.S. Patent No, 6,719,481 
to Hoffman. As applied (although not stated), the applicant assumes that Hoffinan '481 is being 
asserted as 102(e)/103 prior art at the time of the office action, since Hof&nan*s effective filing 
date is approximately four months before the filing date of the instant application. 
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The applicant hereby submits a 37 C.F.R. 1J31 Declaration of co-inventois Bernard F. 
Garoeau and Jason D. Collins, which establishes conception and reductioja-to-practice of the 
instant invention at least as early as October 24, 2001, one day before die filing date of the 
Hofifinan '481 patent As such, the applicant asserts that Hoffinan '481 does not qualify as prior 
art. Since the rejection of claims 10, 14, 17, and 21 were based on a combination of references 
under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the removal of one of the references obviates the obviousness rejection 
of these claims. MPEP 715.02 (I). As such, allowance of claims 10, 14, 17, and 21 is earnestly 
requested for this additional reason. 

Additionally, claim 1 has been amended to require a third side the is at least partially 
bilaminar. As such, claims 1-9 and 11-13 also require a Hlaminar third side, and are therefore 
respectfully asserted to be allowable as well. 

Rejection of Claims 15-21: new claim 22 

The Examiner has rejected claims 15 and 17-21 based on UK Patent Application 
2,044,193 to Hiss in view of Morris and Kristiansen. The applicant hereby incorporates the 
remarks and argument with regard to clauns 1-13 as to why Morris does not teach all of tiie 
elements of the bracket, and hereinafter responds further with regard to claims 15 -21, and new 
claim 22. 

Each of claims 15-21 and new claim 22 require a bolt-togetiier trailer frame including 
longitudinal members attached to cross members by bolts, and A-fi:ame members each attached 
to each other by bolts and attached to longitudinal member by bolts. As understood. Hiss only 
teaches two cross members that are bolted to longitudinal members via arms 7^ 8 and 7a, 8a. 
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Hiss does not teach an entire traUer frame that is bolted together, including A-frame members 
that are bolted together and to the longitudinal members. Hiss states that **(t]he chassis has a 
draw bar 5, the construction of which is not of relevance to the invention." (Page 1 of 
Specification, lines 107-109). 

Given the advantages of a bolt-together trailer frame, including the ability to transport the 
trailer unassembled, if Hiss knew how to construct a bolt-together trailer frame, he v»^ould have 
disclosed it as such. However, the intended purpose of the Hiss trailer frame is merely to 
facilitote the trailer frame being adjustable longitudinaUy. As such, Gie applicant lespcctfully 
asserts that Hiss does not teach a bolt-together trailer frame, including A^*ame members being 
bolted to each other and bolted to the longitudinal members. As such, the applicant requests 
allowance of claims 1 5-21 and new claim 22 for at least this reason. 

Furthennore, the applicant asserts that there is no motivation to combine Hiss with 
Moms and Kristiansen, nor is a reasonable expectation of success in doing so. Hiss discloses a 
trailer frame, which is classified in international class B62D 21/14. Morris discloses a resilient 
bracket for use with furniture, in international class F16B 12/46. Kristiansen discloses a comer 
structure for use with shelves, cabinets, and boxes, in international class F16B 12/00. One 
skilled in the art would not solve the problems associated with loads containiBd in a bolt-together 
trailer frame by combining the teachings of the trailer frame art with the teachings of connecters 
for fiimiture, shelves, cabinets, or boxes. For example, Morris discloses that the bracket "is 
preferably fonned of a ...resilient plastic material for... providing flexibility." (Col. 2, lines 12- 
16), Therefore, applicant requests allowance of claims 15-21 and new claim 22 for this 
additional reason. 
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Snmmary^ 

1 . Based on the 13 1 Declaration, Hoffinan does not qualify as a prior art reference. 
Claims 1-14, 17, 2U and 22 are respectfully asserted to be allowable for at least this reason. 

2. Hiss does not disclose, teach, or suggest a bolt-toge&er trailer: frame. Claims 15- 
23 arc rcspectfiiUy asserted to be allowable for at least this reason, because the prior art cited 
does not teach all of the claim limitations. 

3. There is no motivation to combine Moiris or Kristianseh with Hiss, and no 
likelihood of success in doing so, because Moms and Kristiansen arc nonanalogous to Hiss, the 
problems associated with trailer frames arc vastly different, including loads cxperiraces in 
furniture versus trailer frames. One skilled in the trailer frame art would flierefore not look to 
brackets from furniture and the like to solve problems associated with trails frames. 

Based on the foregoing, the applicant respectfully requests a timely notice of allowance 
be issued in the case. 



Respectfully subdiitted> 



HAHN LOESER & PARKS LLP 




1225 W. Market St 
Akron, OH 44313 
330-864-5550 



W.Edward Crooks 
Reg. No. 51,124 



Fax 330-864-7986 



wcrooks@hahnlawxom 
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Art Unit: 3635 

DETAILED ACTION 

This Is a third office actjon for serial number 10(081254. entitled Reinforcing 
Braclcet for a Trailer Frame, filed on February 22. 2002. 

Response to Amendment 

the reply filed on 8/24/04 is not fully responsive to the prior OfRoe Action 
because of the following omissionCs) or matter(s): The amendment filed Is not in 
oompiiance with the amemndment practice set forth in the revised 37 CFR 1.121. Each 
amendment document that includes a change to an existing claim, cancellation of a 
claim or submissbn of a new dairn must be identified by the correct status Identifier. 
Speclficaliy regarding daim 10, it is unclear If the claim is supposed to be an original 
ctalm. or a currently amended claim. Clarification and con^ction is necessary. Since 
the above-mentioned reply appears to be bona ficfe, applicant is given ONE (1) MONTH 
or THIRTY (30) DAYS from the mailing date of this notice, whichever is longer, within 
which to supply the omission or correction in order to avoid abandonment. 
EXTENSIONS OF THIS TIME PERIOD MAY BE GRANTED UNDER 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry conceming this communication or earlier cornmunications from the 
examiner should be directed to Christy M Green whose telephone number is 703*308- 
9693. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:00*4:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessHii, the examiner's 
supen/lsor, Carl Friedman can be reached on 703-308^839. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is as&'gned is 703-872-9306. 
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Art Unit: 3635 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application infonmation Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status Inlbrmation for 
published applications may be obtained from dther Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status infbmnatlon for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair^lrect.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Etectronlc 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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Can QFriedrtan 
Supervisory Pat$r)t Beamkier 
Group 3600 
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